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ComEd seeks rate hike for biz Page 2 of 3 

OConnor, president of AES NewEnergy's Chicago office. "You cannot have competition being viable when your 
base of potential customers is so small." 

Arlene Iuracek, ComEd vice-president Of regulatory and strategic services, munterS that few businesses 
actually will pay higher rates in the short term because the rise in delivery charges will be offset in many 
cases by a corresponding decrease in 'transition" fees paid to the utility when customers use another supplier. 

The Aug. 31 transmission rate Proposal, filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), 
surprised the Illinois Commerce Commission, which asked FERC two weeks ago to block the rate hike. 

The latest rate hike proposal incorporates a proposed change in ComEd's account methodology, in which the 
utility would Wipe off its books more than $660 million of accumulated depreclation of transmission assets and 
ask ratepayers to shoulder that investment again. 

'Unjust and unreasonable' 

I n  its filing with FERC, the ICC said the proposed change "would result in artificially high transmission rates, 
and an unjust and unreasonable windfall to ComEd at the expense of transmlssion ratepayers? 

"They're essentially changing the rules of the game haifway through the game," says ICC Commissioner Terry 
Harvill. 

ComEd responds that FERC itself - in an order last year pushing utilities to combine their transmission assets 
into large, regional networks - said utilities could consider changing the accounting method. 

"ComEd believes we have an obligation to the shareholders of (parent company) Exelon Corp. to receive ' 

compensation in accordance with what is permissible by law," says Steven T. Naumann, CornEd vice-president 
in charge of transmission services. 'The commission will determine if this is what they meant (in their order) 
or if it is not what they meant.' 

Meanwhile, the city of Chicago, frustrated by ComEd's resistance to sharing detailed financial data, is poised 
ask the ICC formally to order an outside audit of ComEd's books for 2000. The state attorney general's office 
and the Cook County State's attorney's office are joining the city in the petition, which could be filed as early 
as Monday, sources say. 

m e  audit, which ComEd opposes, would be aimed at separating ordinary maintenance and improvement costs 
from the extraordinary measures ComEd took in 1999 and 2000 to beef up Its distribution system, after 
acknowledglng it had neglected that infrastructure during the previous two decades. 

The behlnd-the-scenes skirmishing spotiights how seriously local government officials are taking the 
regulatory proceedings. Whlle the new rates affect only those customers in the competitive market, they'll be 
the benchmark used for the power delivery charges all other ComEd customers will pay in 2005, when the 
utlllty's "bundled" rates are no longer frozen. 

Setting tho NIU 

'The company Is very much aware of the fact that the rules for the future are getting set now; says William 
Abolt, commissioner of the city's Department of Environment. "Basically, the next 36 months are going to set 
an awful lot of the fees for the future.' 

Mr. Abdt says the audit request is one option the city has to pressure ComEd Into openlng its book, but says 
it wouldn't be necessary if the company agreed to do so voluntarily. 

A ComEd executive says the data will be made available to those who sign a bianket confidentlallty agreement - which intervenors in the case, including the city, aren't likely to Sign. 

Ms. Iuracek of ComEd says the utility already has sifted extraordinary costs associated wlth Its $l.S-biillon 
infrastructure upgrade out of the rate base. But she allows that most of those are minlmal tree-trlmmlng 
expenses. Large amounts of overtime paid to unionized workers, as well as contractor expenses, are included 
in the rates. 

"There's no free lunch here," she says. 
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Says Mr. Abolt: "Now, it's time to sort that all out. So, let's sort it out." 

02001 by Crain Communications lnc. 
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Appendix B 

Transmission Rates 

The transmission rate figure of 0.4096 per kWh that was used in this customer impact 
analysis is based on Edison’s response to ARES Coalition Data Request 8.01 where 
Edison stated that “the $342,224,429 proposed annual transmission service revenue 
requirement is comparable to the $169,800,000 revenue requirement.” The Annual’ 
Transmission Requirement amount of $342,224,429 is from Exhibit No. CEC-300 
(Statement BK, Schedule 1, Page I,  Line 21, Column d) of the Direct Testimony of Alan 
C. Heintz filed with FERC on August 31,2001, at Docket No. ER01-2992-000. 

The Annual Ancillary Transmission Revenue Requirement is derived by: (a) taking the 
Total Annual Revenue for Ancillary Services Requirement amount of $55,701,303 fkom 
Edison Exhibit 13.0 (Attachment E, Page 1 of 4) of the Panel Direct Testimony of 
Lawrence S. Alongi and Sharon M. Kelly, P.E. filed with the Commission on June 1; 
2001 in the instant proceeding; (b) subtracting the amount of $16,126,306 for Scheduling, 
System Control and Dispatch Services (Scheduling) reflected on that same page of 
Edison Exhibit 13.0; and (c) adding the revised amount of $20,410,594 for Scheduling 
from Exhibit No. CEC-300 (Statement BK, Schedule 1, Page 1, Line 21, Column e) of 
the Direct Testimony of Alan C. Heintz filed with FERC on August 31, 2001, in Docket 
NO. ER01-2992-000 ($55,701,303 - $16,126,306 + $20,410,594 = $59,985,591). 

The Annual Retail Customers Load Ratio Share of 88.05% and the Annual Energy Sales 
for Retail Customers amount of 86,488,165,896 kWh are from Edison Exhibit 13.0 
(Attachment E, Page 2 of 4, Columns C and H, respectively) of the Panel Direct 
Testimony of Lawrence S. Alongi and Sharon M. Kelly, P.E. filed with the Commission 
on June 1, 2001 in the instant proceeding. These Revenue Requirement figures were 
substituted for those shown in Edison’s Exhibit 13.0 E, page 2 of 4 to arrive at the 0.4096 
per kWh shown in Table 2. 

Cases #1 and #2 both use the 0.4096 per kWh transmission cost figure while Case #3 
uses current Edison transmission charges. 

1 
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Distribution Rates 

The Delivery Service Charges used in Case #I to provide Edison with its full revenue 
requirement without .incorporating the HVDS discount or the 12-month ratchet rate 
design were derived simply by multiplying the current RCDS fixed monthly charges and 
demand charges for distribution by the 36.7% shown and described in Table 2. 

For purposes of Cases #2 and #3, we assumed that GCI witness Efion will propose a 
$169M increase in Edison’s revenue requirement. This is based on an anticipated net 
revenue requirement of about $1.38B which is about $169M higher than Edison’s current 
delivery services revenue requirement of $1.21 1B approved in Docket 99-01 17. This 
compares to Edison’s request of an increase of $575M in this proceeding. 

The Delivery Service Charges used in Cases #1 and #2 to provide Edison with the 
revenue requirement identified by Mr. Effion without incorporating the HVDS discount 
or the 12-month ratchet rate design were derived simply by multiplying the current 
RCDS fixed monthly charges and demand charges for distribution by the 5.6% shown 
and described in Table 2. 

In all cases, the appropriate adjustments were made to the CTC’s (whether Class 
determined or Custom determined) for each of the customer accounts under examination. 

2 





Revenue Level and Case I#] 
Currenl Revenue Levels 

Revenue. Levels in CE Dired 
Testimony 

Revenue Levels in CE Direct 
Testimony 8 Transmission from 

FERC Filing. Case [I] 
Revenue Levels in Enmn Rebullal 

Testimony 8 Transmission from 
FERC Filing ~ Case [21 

Revenue Levels in Effron Rebullal 
Teslimony 8 Current Transmission 

Cosls - Case I31 

$ Increase in 
Transmission 8 $ Increase in %Increase in % Increase in 

Distribution (D) $ Increase in Total Wires % Increase in Transmission 8 Total Wires Required % 
Revenue l&&&q (D) Revenues (D+T+A) Dislribulion (0) IDtT+Al Increase in 

Transmission (T) Ancillary (A) Requiremenl Revenues (TtA) Revenues Revenues Revenues (TtA) Revenues Dislribution Rales 
169.8 a/ 55.7 a/ 1,211.0 d/ 

169.8 a/ 55.7 a/ 1.786.0 el 575.0 0.0 575.0 47.5% 0.0% 40.0% 36.7% gl 

342.2 bl 60.0 d 1,786.0 575.0 176.7 751.7 47.5% 78.4% 52.3% 36 7% gl 

342.2 b/ 60.0 d 1.380.0 . 169.0 11 176.7 345.7 14.0% 78.4% 24.1% 5.6% h/ 

169.8 a/ 55.7 a/ 1.380.0 169.0 I/ 0.0 169.0 14.0% 0.0% 1 1.8% 5.6% hl  



- IL- 
RCDS Class # 

1 ,. 
L 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

Table 2: Transmission Cost CornDarison 
Transmission Difference from Estimated Difference from 

Current PPO Charges Used current PPO Transmission current PPO 
Transmission by ComEd in Transmission Charges based on Transmission 

Charges this Proceeding Charges recent FERC Filina' Charms 
0.289 
0.344 
0.343 
0.320 
0.295 
0.292 
0.272 
0.267 
0.260 
0.228 

0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 
0.230 

0.059 
0.1 14 
0.113 
0.090 
0.065 
0.062 
0.042 
0.037 
0.030 
(0.002) 

0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 
0.409 

I 

0.120 
0.065 
0.066 
0.089 
0.1 14 
0.117 
0.137 
0.142 
0.149 
0.181 

$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$/kwh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 
$lkWh 

*: see appendix of Rebuttal Testimony for derviation 
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TABLE 3 CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 



Table 4: Comparison of PPO Market Values to Rider ISS Market Values for Period A 

Schedule 1: PPO Period A Market Values (06101 - 05/02) for RCDS Classes 1-10.' 
Summer MVEC's - A  Non-Summer MVEC's . A 

&Peak Off-peak Non-TOU On-Peak On-Peak Non-TOU 
Class# Class WkWh) W W h )  W W h I  ($/kWh) (QlkWh) (QfkWh) 

1 Wh only 7.849 4.072 
2 0-25 kW 7.422 3.929 
3 251WkW 7.276 3.935 
4 100-400kW 7.154 3.873 
5 400-8WkW 11.371 2.990 6.849 4.789 2.944 3.784 
6 800-1.MMkW 11.271 3.060 7.010 4.784 2.977 3.837 
7 1 . ~ - 3 . 0 0 0  kW 11.129 2.891 6.538 4.722 2.900 3.698 
8 &.WO-B.W(IkW 11.117 2.844 6.431 4.721 2.889 3.672 
9 6.wO-lO.wO kW 11.036 2798 6.260 4.720 2.869 3.634 
IO over 1 0 . ~ 0  k w  10.839 2.764 6.205 4.618 2.785 3.569 

'1: From Allachmenl A - ComEd Rider PPO. April 20. 2001. 

Schedule 2 Rate Difference Between Rider ISS and PPO Period A Market Values* 
S u m r  MVEC's . A Non-Summer MVEC's - A  

On-Peak OW-Peak Nan-TOU On-Peak Mf-Peak Non-TOU 

1 Wh only -2.610 -0.152 
2 0-25 kW -1.809 -0.072 
3 25100kW -2.267 -0.072 
4 1004M)kW -1.776 -0.069 
5 4 W - W k W  -2.641 -1 152 -2034 0.195 -0 241 -0.0s 
6 800-l.wOkW -2.471 -0.912 -1.927 0.190 -0.261 -0.068 
7 1.wO-3.wO kW -2.223 -0.977 -1.586 0.202 -0.219 -on28 

Class# Class ( W W  (WWhl  (YkWh) (YkWh) (WWhl  ( W W  

8 3.WOb.WOkW -2271 -0.997 -1.5413 0.189 -0.211 -0.034 

-0 956 -1.551 0.198 -0207 -0.034 9 6.wO-lO.WO kW -2.032 
10 Over 1O.wO kW -1 755 -0.882 -1.300 0.222 -0.174 -0.024 

'2: From ComEd Responw Io ARES Coalition Data RBqUeSl. 9127/01, AC WO1076. 

Schedule 3: Derived Period A Rider ISS Market Values" 
Non-Summer MVECs - A  Summer MVEC's . A 

On-Peak OH-Peak Nan-TOU On-Peak OH-Peak Non-TOU 
Class# Class WkWh) (O/kWh) WkWhI ($/kWh) ($lkWh) WkWh) 

1 Whonly 5.239 3 920 
2 0-25 kW 5613 3 857 

4 1W-4WkW 5 378 3 804 
5 4W-800kW 8 730 1838 4.815 4 984 2 703 3 746 
6 800-1,000 kW 8.8m 2 148 5 083 4.974 2.716 3.769 
7 l.wO-3.W0kW 8.906 1.914 4.952 4.924 2.681 3 670 
8 3.wO-6.000 kW 8.846 1847 4.928 4.910 2.678 3.638 
9 6.000-10.000 kW 9 004 1840 4.709 4.918 7 662 3 600 
10 Over 10.000 kW 9.084 1.882 4.905 4.840 2611 3.545 

3 25100kW 5.009 3.863 

'3: Derived by SubIracling the Market Values in Schedule 2 from Schedule 1 

Schedule 4 '/. Difference Beetween Rider ISS and PPO Period A Market Values*' 
S u m r  MVEC's - A Non-Summer MVEC's - A 

On-Peak OH-Peak Nan-TOU On-Peak Off-peak Non.TOU 
Class # ' Class (OlkWh) ($/kWh) WkWhI ($lkWh) (OlkWh) WkWh) 

1 Whonly -33.3% -3 7% 
-24.4% -1.8% 2 0-25 kW 

3 251WkW -31.2% -1.8% 
4 lW-4ookW -24.8% -1.8% 
5 W 8 0 0 k W  -23.2% -38.5% -297% 4.1% -8.2% - 1  0% 

4.0% -8.8% -1 8% 6 8W.l.WOkW -21,9% -29.8% -27.5% 
7 l.OW-3.WO kW -20.0)6 -33.8% -24.3% 4.3% -7.6% -0 8% 

8 3.w0-6.wO kW -20 4% -35.1% -23.4% 4,0% -7.3% -0.9% 

9 6.OW-lO.W0 kW -18.4% -34.2% -24 8% 4.2% -7.2% -0 9% 

10 Over10,OOO kW -16.2% -31.9% -21.0% 4.8% -6.2% -0.7% 

'4 Percentage Difference Between Schedule 1 and Schedule 3. 



Case 1 : Comparison of Current PPO CornDonents to Prooosed PPO CornDonents for 1 Selected Customer Accounts (DSTs based on Current Rate Desiqn & Full Revenue 
Requirement. Transmission Costs based on FERC Filinq.) 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in PPO 

Customer Name 
28 

3 c  
3D-IRMA I 3E-IRMA 
3F 

5c 

I E 
5F 

I 
6D 

8C 

I 2 
8F 

SH-B 

I :;:; 
HV-E 

I HV-F 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC 
costs 

$1 89 
$1,159 

$695 
$1,081 
$1,191 

$676 
$1,062 

$998 
$2,190 
$5.208 
$1.818 
$2,761 
$6,456 
$7,205 

$10,356 
$9,000 

$10.308 
$9,352 

$10,690 
$12,171 
$13,239 
$1 9,707 
$24,737 
$24,869 
$43,139 
$17,338 
$51,295 
$70.01 1 
$77.743 
$67.523 
$92,255 
$79,940 

$118,114 
$107,076 
$105,490 
$07,276 

$787 
$2.638 
$5,302 

$161,097 
$1 15.033 

n Costs 
$20 
$57 
$65 

$1 57 
$226 
$179 
$31 1 
$1 27 
$321 

$1,119 
$535 

$1,029 
$1.082 
$1,875 
$4,086 
$4,117 
$4.923 
$2,359 
$3,787 
$4,284 
$6,907 
$3,668 
$9,347 

$12,684 
$22,900 
$10,032 
$20,278 
$33,817 
$45,960 
$43,962 
$43,816 
$42,433 
$66,657 
$97,107 

$1 12,677 
$123,409 

$70 
$472 

$1,564 
$189,893 
$77,177 

costs 
($186) 
($449) 
($51 1 ) 

( S I  ,240) 
$0 
$0 

($2.455) 
($587) 

($1,482) 
($5.163) 
($2,471) 
($4.750) 
($1.824) 
($3.1 61 ) 
($6,888) 
($6,940) 
($8.300) 
($2.891) 
($4,642) 
($5,252) 
($8.466) 
($3.81 5) 
($9.723) 

($1 3,194) 
($23,821) 
($1 0,436) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($30,943) 
($58,865) 
($3.478) 

$0 
($17.001) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

Energy Annual Total Savings 
Costs PPO Costs Diminish? 

($8)  
($33) 
($381 
($91) 

($102) 
( S I  80) 

($60) 

($99) 

(5554) 

($131) 

($24) 

($208) 

($194) 
($338) 

($1,162) 
($1,096) 
($1.331) 

($297) 
($567) 
($595) 
(5945) 
($640) 

($1,726) 
($2.105) 
($3,751 ) 
($1.485) 
($2.342) 
($3,780) 
($5,057) 
($4,787) 
($4.742) 
($4,842) 
($7,284) 
($8.765) 
($9,556) 

($1 0,095) 
($41) 
($89) 

($291) 
($15.664) 

($7.490) 

$15 
$734 
$212 
($92) 

$1.286 
$752 

($1,262) 
$514 
$969 
$956 

($217) 
($1.154) 
$5,376 
$5,365 
$6,391 
$5,080 
$5,600 
$8.523 
$9.268 

$10.608 
$10,734 
$18,920 
$22,635 
$22,254 
$38,467 
$1 5,450 
$69,231 

$1 00.048 
$1 18,645 
$1 06,699 
$131,329 
$86.587 

$1 18.622 
$191,940 
$208.612 
$183,589 

$816 
$3,021 
$6,575 

$335,326 
$1 84,720 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
YeS 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Bundled 
Rate 

Becomes 
More 

Economic? 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

tahlns and charts for sDilkv-oconnor rebuttal testimony-public.xls, Case 1 



Lase L: ~ o n i ~ a i i s u i ~  UI ~ u i i c i i i  rru U U I I I ~ U I I S Z ~ ~ W  ." I lvpvuvu I I vu,,,cIu,,c. ,,." ,", 1 Selected Customer Accounts (DSTs based on Current Rate Desiqn & Effron Revenue 

1 0 
1 Customer Name 

28 

3c 
3D-IRMA I 3E-IRMA 
3F 

5 c  

I ;," 
5F 

7D 

I E 
8C 

SH-B 

I s";:: 
HV-E 

I HV-F 

Requirement. Transmission Costs based on FERC Filinq.) 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC 
costs 

$1 9 
$1 16 
$45 

$104 
$121 
$42 

$101 
$9 1 

$273 
$734 
$216 
$360 
$883 
$998 

$1,478 
$1,272 
$1,471 
$1,325 
$1,530 
$1,755 
$1,918 
$2,905 
$3.673 
$3.693 
$6.481 
$2.544 
$7.725 

$10,581 
$1 1,761 
$10,202 
$13,975 
$1 2,096 
$17,921 
$12,241 
$1 1,999 
$9,220 

$59 
$341 
$748 

$37,392 
$24.287 

n Costs 
$20 
$57 
$65 

$157 
$226 
$179 
$31 1 
$127 
$321 

$1,119 
$535 

$1,029 
$1.082 
$1.875 
$4,086 
$4.117 
$4,923 
$2,359 
$3,787 
$4.284 
$6.907 
$3.668 
$9,347 

$12.684 
$22,900 
$10,032 
$20,278 
$33.817 
$45,960 
$43,962 
$43,816 
$42,433 
$66.657 
$97.107 

$1 12.677 
$123.409 

$70 
$472 

$1,564 
$189,893 
$77,177 

costs 
($38) 
($88) 

($101) 
($244) 

$0 
$0 

($483) 
($188) 
($474) 

($1,652) 
($791) 

($1.520) 
($1,272) 
($2,204) 
($4.804) 
($4,841) 
($5.789) 
($2.891) 
($4,642) 
($5,252) 
($8,466) 
($3.81 5) 
($9,723) 

($1 3,194) 
($23.821) 
($10,436) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

($30,943) 
($58.865) 

($1.873) 
$0 

($17.001) 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

Energy AnnualTotal 
costs PPO costs 

($8) 
($33) 
($38) 
($91) 

(5102) 
($1 80) 

($60) 
(S208) 
($99) 

($338) 
(S554) 

($1,162) 
($1,096) 
($1.331) 

(S297) 
($567) 
($595) 
($945) 
($640) 

($1.726) 
($2,105) 
($3,751) 
($1,485) 
($2.342) 
($3.780) 
($5.057) 
($4,787) 
($4,742) 
($4.842) 
($7,284) 
($8,765) 
($9.556) 

($10,095) 
($41) 
($89) 

($291) 
($1 5.664) 
($7,490) 

(S131) 

($24) 

($194) 

($7) 
$51 

($28) 
($74) 
$215 
$1 19 

($251) 
$7 

$60 
($8)  

(S138) 
($324) 
$355 
$1 14 

($403) 
($549) 
($725) 
$496 
$107 
$193 
($586) 

$2.118 
$1.571 
$1.078 
$1,809 

$655 
$25,661 
$40,619 
$52.664 
$49,377 
$53,049 
$18.743 
$78.429 
$98.710 

$115,121 
$105,533 

$89 
$725 

$2,021 
$21 1,621 

$93,974 

PPO 
Savings 

Diminish? 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Bundled 
Rate 

Becomes 
More 

Economic? 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
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Case 3: Comparison of Current PPO Components to Proposed PPO Components for 
Selected Customer Accounts (DSTs based on Current Rate Desiqn & Effron Revenue 

Reauirement. Transmission Costs are as Currentlv in Effect) 
1 
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2 8  

I 
3 c  
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3F 

7D 

I 3: 
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I :: 
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I 

Change in Change in 
Change in Annual Change in Annual PPO Change in 

Annual DST Transmissio Annual CTC 
costs 
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$1 16 
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Chart B - Average % Increase in Annual PPO Cost 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition’s Sixth Set of Data Requests 

ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

ARES 6.01 Attached please find a copy of the text of an article written by Carl 
Segneri, Vice President of Substations and Transmission for ComEd 
Energy Delivery, that appeared in the May 2001 issue of Transmission & 
Distribution World. With respect to the article, please answer the 
following: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
e. 

f. 

g- 

Please provide a copy of the May 2001 issue of Transmission & 
Bstribution World magazine that contains the article. 
Does the Company agree with the contents of the article? If not, 
please identify each sentence the Company does not agree wth and 
provide a detailed explanation of why the Company does not 
a@=. 
Please provide all notes prepared by Mr. Segneri in writing this 
article and all other documents reviewed or relied upon by Mr. 
Segneri. Please identify each person with whom Mr. Segnen 
consulted in preparing this article. 
Please provide all drafts of this article. 
Please provide all comments or mark-ups or similar documents 
that Mr. Segneri received in preparing to write this article. Please 
identify the source of each such document. 
Please provide all comments, critiques, reviews or similar 
documents that Mr. Segneri reccivcd from Company personnel 
re-g this article after it was published. Please identify the 
source of each such document. 
Referring to the $1.5 billion reliability improvement plan 
referenced in the sewnd paragraph of the article: 

1. Please indicate what portion (both percentage and dollar 
amount) of the $1.5 billion reliability improvement plan 
Edison is seeking to recover in the instant proceeding. 
Please provide a specific reference to a page or lint number 
in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the portion of the $1.5 billion the Company 
actually spent in 2000. Plcase indicate the FERC Account 
in which those costs w m  recorded. 
Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
$1.5 billion reliability plan that the Company incurred in 
2000, but that is not included in the Company’s proposed 
test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

AC 0001053 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition’s SIrth Set of Data Requests 

ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

h. Regarding the task force and Fdison’s investigation of the 1999 
outages referenced in the article: 
1. Please indicate whether Edison seeks recovery in the 

lnstant proceeding of any costs associated with the task 
force and Edison’s investigation of the 1999 outages. 
If Edison is seeking to recover such costs, please provide a 
specific reference to a page or line number in a pn-filed 
exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please mdicate the amount that the Company actually spent 
in 2000 on the task force and its investigation of the 1999 
outages. Please identify the FERC Account in which these 
expenses were recorded. 
Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
task force and its investigation of the 1999 outages that the 
Company incurred in 2000, but that is not included in the 
Company’s proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Plcase explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

i .  

j. 

Please provide a copy of the 450-page remvcry p l a ~  the 
September 1999 Investigation Report referenced in the article. 
Regarding the aerial inspection of the overhead transmission 
system referenced in the article: 
1. Pleas indicate whether the costs associated with the aerial 

inspection of the overhead transmission system are 
included in the Company’s proposed 2000 test year or for 
which a pro forma adjustment to the test ycar is sought in 
the instant proceeding. 
If so, please provide a specific reference to a page or line 
number in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 for aerial inspections of its transmission 
system. Please identify the FERC Account in which these 
costs were worded. 
Please idmtify the last time prior to 2000 that the Company 
performed an a d  inspection of the overhead transmission 
system. 
Why did the Company wait until ZOO0 to perform an aerial 
inspection of the overhead transmission system? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition’s Sixth Set of Data Requests 

ARES 6.01 through A R E S  6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

6 .  Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with the 
aerial inspection of the overhead transmission system that 
the Company incurred in 2000, but that is not included in 
the Company’s proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

7. 

k. Regarding tree trimming expenses referenced in the article: 
1. . .  Please indicate the specific amount of bee tnmmm g 

expenses that arc included in the Company’s proposed 
ZOO0 test year or for which a pro forma adjustment to the 
test year is sought in the instant proceeding. 
Please provide a specific reference to a page or line number 
in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on tree trimming. Please identify the FERC 
Account in which these costs were recorded 
Please indicate the tree trimming cycle that was assumed in 
the Company’s proposed revenue requirements. Please 
fully explain the basis for this assumption. What 
assumption was used in Edison’s first delivery Services rate 
proceeding? 
PIease provide a copy of the contract with Asplundh Tree 
Experts (“ATE’). Please explain the basis upon which 
ATE is compensattd (flat fee per year, multi-year with 
escalating fee, pcr hour, etc.) 
Please indicate the amount of the costs associated with tree 
trimming the Company incurred in 2000, but that is not 
included in the Company’s proposed test year in the instant 
proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

1. R e m u g  the additional monitoring that was installed to identify 
potential degradation ofthe t r a n s f m m  referenced in the article: 
1. Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 

such additional monitoring that is included in the 
Company’s proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro 
forma adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 

To ARES Coalition’s Sixth Set of Dab Requests 
ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 

To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dated August 3,2001 

2. 

3. 

Please provide a specific reference to a page or line number 
in a pn-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on such additional monitoring. Please identify 
the FERC Account in which these costs were recorded 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
such additional monitoring that the Company incurred in 
2000, but that is not included in the Company’s proposed 
test’year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

4. 

5. 

Please indicate the specific costs associated with the more than 
2100 contmctors that assisted Edison in the distribution system and 
substation maintenance projects, as well as smaller projects that are 
included in the Company’s proposed 2000 test year or for which a 
pro fonna adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. Alternatively, please explain in detail why such costs 
were excluded from the Company’s test year. 
Regarding the Company’s contracts with Kenny Construction, 
Asea Brown Boveri (“ABB”), General Eledc ,  and EPRl that are 
referenced in tbe article. 
1. 

m. 

n. 

For each contracbr, please indicate the amount that was 
paid to the contractor that is included in the C0mpan)’s 
proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro forma 
adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. Please provide a specific reference to a page 
01 line number in a pre-filed exhibit referencing these costs. 
For each contractor, please indicate the actual amount the 
Company spent during 2000 on such contracts. Please . 
identify the FERC Account in which these costs were 
recorded. 
For each contractor, please indicate the specific amount of 
costs associated with the contract that the Company 
incurred in 2000, but that is not included in the Company’s 
proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Companfs test year. 

Please indicate the specific expenditures for the “six-pack” 
that ars included in the Company’s p r o p s d  2000 test year 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Regarding the six Chicago substations known as the “six-pack” 
referenced in the article: 
1. 

0. 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 

To ARES Coalition’s S i t h  Set of Data Requests 
ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 

To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dated August 3,2001 

or for which a pro forma adjustment to the test year is 
sought in the instant proceeding. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on the “six pack.” Please identify the.FERC 
Account in which these costs were recorded. 
Please indicate the specific amount of cost associated with 
the “six-pack” that the Company incurred in 2000, but that 
is not included in the Company’s proposed test year in the 
instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Regarding the Company securing of temporary and portable 
generators during the year 2000, as discussed in the article: 
1. 

p. 

Please indicate the specific expenditures related to 
temporary and portable generators that are included in the 
Company’s proposed ZOO0 test year or for which a pro 
forma adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on the temporary and portable generators. 
Please identify the FERC Account in which these costs 
were recorded 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
the temporary and portable generators that the Company 
incumd in 2000, but that is not included in the Company’s 
proposed test year in the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded 

from the Company’s test year. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Does the Cqpany agree that “ In truth, the reliability hole that 
ComEd found itself in at the end of summer of 1999 was dug over 
a long period of time.” Ifnot, please explain in detail why not. If 
so, please explain in detail how this was taken into account in 
setting the Company’s revenue requirements. 
Does the Company agree that ‘To make a bad situation worse, 
through the years the Company had neglected routine maintenance 
in favor of other projects.” If not, please explain in detail why not. 
If so, please explain in detail how this was taken into account in 
setting the Company’s revenue requirements. 
Please outline the specific tasks, projects, and process 
improvements that are included in the Company’s proposed 2000 
test year or for which a pro forma adjustment to the test year is 

q, 

r. 

s. 
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Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition’s Sixth Set of Data Requests 

ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

sought in the instant proceeding, including but not limited to the 
more than 330 distribution feeder installations and upgrades, 27 
large substation transformer upgrades or expansion projects, and 
transmission line inspections and repairs that are referenced in the 
article. 
Does the Company aFee that during 2000, “ComEd employees 
worked an average of more than 60 hr a week . . .’7 If not, please 
explain in detail why not. 
1. Please indicate the specific expenditures related to 

employee overtime that are. included in the Company’s 
proposed 2000 test year or for which a pro forma 
adjustment to the test year is sought in the instant 
proceeding. 
Please indicate the actual amount the Company spent 
during 2000 on employee overtime. Please identify the 
FERC Account in which these costs we= recorded. 
Please indicate the specific amount of costs associated with 
employee overtime that the Company in- in 2000, but 
that is not included in the Company’s proposed test par in 
the instant proceeding. 
Please explain in detail why such costs were excluded from 
the Company’s test year. 

t. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

E 
t.. 
I 
I 
I. 
1 
I 
I 
t 

1 
I. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

CornEd objects to various portions of this data request. The request, which, at six 
uages, is almost as long as the article to which it refers, seeks production on a - -  
blanket basis of a variety of material that is neither relevant nor material within 
the meaning of 83 Illinois Administrative Code Section 200.340 and is not 
reasonably~alculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The 
request for such information also imposes unreasonable burdens and expcnse. 
Without waiving its objections, substantive answers to the request are provided 
below. 

ComEd notes that the referenced aaicle was written for publication in a trade 
journal as a short summary of a complex work in progress. As a resulf implicit 
assumptions in the data request that specific statements in the article relate to 
quantitative studies, analyses, or bodies of data are frequently incorrect. 
Moreover, it is not reasonable to expect ComEd fo analyze this article and provide 
a detailed discussion of each instance where Mr. Segneri did not include a detail, 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 

To ARES Coalition's Sixth Set of Data Requests 
ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 

To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dated August 3,2001 

a qualification, or an explanation in the interest of authoring a readable article 
suiable for timely publication. 

a. 

b. 

A copy of the anicle is attached hereto 

ComEd agrees with the basic conclusions stated in the article. As to each 
individual sentence, Mr. Segneri's article was intended for publication in, 
and was published in, a trade journal as a short summary of a complex 
work in progress. The article's length and style were governed by 
restnctions that imposed sigmficant limitations on the detail with which he 
could discuss those conclusions. It is not reasonable to expect ComEd to 
analyze. this article and provide a detailed discussion of each instance 
when Mr. Segneri did not include a detail, a qualification, or an 
explanation in the interest of authoring a readable article suitable for 
timelypublication. For example, there are nummus references to the 
types and amount of work that were performed, broad estimations of costs, 
descriptions of work and other such matters. These comments were not 
made at a level of detail appropriate for testimony or documentary 
evidence. 

The article also states matters of opinion by Mr. Segni ,  which opinions 
were not expressed utilizing the legal standards applicable to litigation or a 
legal proceeding. Rather, Mr. Segneri's opinions stated in the article 
reflect his own views using the technique of self-critical analysis common 
in utility engineering practices. Such techniques and analyses are directed 
towards finding areas for improvement, and are not prepared using the 
legal standards of nasonableness and prudence utilized in legal 
proceedings. The statements of opinion, while representing Mr. Segneri's 
views utilizing the self-critical hindsight methodology employed by Mr. 
Segnexi for the article, therefore do not constitute admissions with respect 
to legal conclusions by C o d .  

h partic&, it is ComEd's view that the actions reflected in the article 
and that are now the subject of this rate case were prudent and reasonable 
based upon the information reasonably known and alternative courses of 
action available to ComEd at the time decisions were made. 

Mr. Segneri did not retain the notes which he used in preparing and 
writing this article. Mr. Segneri spoke With numerous C O W  personnel 
about subjects addressed in the article in the course of performing his job 
responsibilities, but Mr. Segneri did not discuss these substantive subjects 

c. 
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JCC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 

To ARES Coalition‘s Sixth Set of Date Requests 
ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 

To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dated August 3,2001 

in the context ofpreparing the article, except that he did have 
conversations with and receive comments fim Mr. David Helwig and Mr. 
Jim Williams about the article. Mr. Segneri also spoke with ComEd 
media relations personnel about non-substantive aspects of the article. 

No drafts of the article exist. 

Ivlr. Segneri did not receive any “comments or mark-ups or similar 
documents” from any third person in preparing the article. As discussed 
in response to ARES data request 6. I(c), hfr. Segneri did not retaia his 
own notes or any documents given to him by Messrs. Helwig or Williams. 

No such documents exist. 

(1) The “blueprint for change” involves a vast array of tasks, projects, 
and process improvements, the costs of which include both 
distribution investments and expenses, many of which were begun 
or completed in late 1999 or 2000 and others of which have bcen 
completed in 2001 or are still ongoing. ComEd tracks its 
distribution investments and expenses in its information systems 
and books in accordance with its business processes and reporting 
obligations. ComEd does not track distribution expenses and 
investments along the lines of the ‘%blueprint for change.” To 
identify the portions of ComEd‘s adjusted test year distribution 
investments and expenses which were included in the ‘%blueprint 
for change” calculations would require analyling hundreds if not 
thousands of projects and activities and to some extent performing 
a functionalization process to confirm the direct assignment or 
allocation of the associated costs, and any such analysis is 
complicated by the fact that investments and expenses have 
multiple drivers, e.g., dealing with load growth and maintaining or 
improving reliability. Some of the major items included in the 
“blueprint for change”, e.g., some of the costs associated with 
certain Chicago substation work, arc discussed or identified, 
including in terms of costs included in the proposed revenue 
requirement, in C o d  pre-filed Exhibits 4.0,5.0, and 6.0 and the 
relevant attachments thereto. 

Please see ComEd’s response to subpart (g)(l). ComEd‘s relevant 
distribution investments and expenses are reflected appropriately 
in numemu FERC Accounts. See, e.g., CornEd Exhibits 4.0 and 

(2) 
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ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 

To ARES Coalition’s Sixth Set of Data Requests 
ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 

To Commonwealth Edison Company 
Dnted August 3,2001 

5.0 and the relevant attachments thereto. The costs associated with 
the “blueprint for change” as such appropriately are not recorded in 
any FERC Accounts in any manner tied to that report. 

Please see ComEd’s response to subpart (g)(l). ComEd has 
included appropriate distribution expenses in its adjusted test year. 
ComEd has included appropriate distribution investments, 
including a fraction of its distribution investments placed in service 
in the first or second quarter of 2001, in its adjusted test year. 
ComEd did not include 100% of the costs incurred in 2000 and 
associated with the “blueprint for change” in its adjusted test year, 
e.g., ComEd made a downward adjustment for tree management 
expenses and investments made in 2000 may not have been 
recorded until 2001 (or may not yet be recorded) and may or may 
not be included in CornEd‘s proposed rate base. However, it is not 
practical to examine hundreds if not thousands of items to quantify 
the aggregate amount not included 

(3) 

(4) Please ~ e e  response to Sub-subpart (gX3). 

Q (I)  The referenced task force existed during 1999 and its costs were 
expensed in that year. ComEd is not seeking recovery of 1999 
O&M costs in this proceeding. 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart (h)(l). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart Q(1). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart @)(I). 

Not applicable. See response to sub-subpart@)(l). 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

This voluminous document has already been made available for inspection 
at ComEd’s Lincoln Centre offices in response to prior data requests and 
remains available for inspection. 

This subpart refers to an inspection of the transmission system, which by 
its terms is not jurisdictional and would not be relevant. However, 
ComEd’s investigation of its aerial inspection activities has shown that 
Mr. Segneri’s reference was to a common use of the term ”transmission” 
and not precise. As noted in response to subpart (a) above, Mr. Segncri’s 

(i) 

6) 
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article was intended for publication in and was published in a trade journal 
as a short summary of a complex work in progress. The article’s length 
and style were governed by restrictions that imposed significant 
limitations on the detail with which he could discuss those conclusions. 
As to the individual sentence referenced, the aerial inspection was of the 
highvoltage system, which includes both trammission and high-voltage 
distribution elements. Expenses relating to the transmission system are 
not relevant. Expense data is not separately retained or calculated for the 
aerial inspection ofjust the distribution facilities. 

See response to subpart (j), above. 

Not applicable. These costs are not separately identified in the 
filing. 

Expenses related to the transmission system are not included in the 
revenue requiremat and are not relevant. 

Expenses related to the transmission system are not included in the 
revenue requirement and are not relevant. h the past, ComEd has 
conducted inspections of particular high-voltage distribution 
facilities periodically, as required. For example, in 1996 several 
line surroun- BP Amooo, Mobil Oil and Caterpillar facilities 
were inspected. 

The data request makes an incorrect assumption. The article does 
not state or imply that ComEd delayed, imprudently or otherwise, 
an aerial inspection that it had determined was required. 

As noted above, the majority of the cost of the inspection was 
allocated to tmsmission and, thus, not included in the state- 
jurisdictional distribution revenue requirement. 

These transmission costs are not costs of providing distribution 
S e n i c e .  

(k) ComEd understands this data request to refer to what has been called ‘kee 
management” in this proceeding. Given this, ComEd answers as follows: 

(1) $46,357,910. 
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(2) See Schedule C-2.11 and Workpaper C-2.11 (a), contained in 
Appendices C and D to ComEd Ex. 4.0, the direct testimony of Mr. 
Hill. See also Direct Testimony of Mr. Voltz, ComEd Ex. 5.0, 
pp. 18 and21. 

$46,870,844, recorded in FERC Account 593 

A 4-year cycle was used to develop the revenue requirement. 
ComEd used a 4-year cycle because that is the actual cycle on 
which ComEd currently trims trees. The 1997 delivery services 
rate case proposed implementing a 4-year cycle, but the 
Commission did not approve ComEd’s expenses of implementing 

(3) 

(4) 

that cycle. 

This contract is Confidential. A copy of the contract will be 
produced subject to the Protective Order. 

( 5 )  

(6) ($512,934) 

(7) See the direct testimony of Mr. Voltz, ComEd Exhibit 5.0, pp. 17, 
18,21-22. 

ComEd does not have available data that would permit with 
reasonable effort disaggregating all of the costs included in the 
adjusted test year of or “associated with” distribution monitoring 
equipment in relation to monitoring of transformers as opposed to 
other monitoring. ComEd Exhibit 5.2 does include as 8 separate 
line item costs of certain distribution monitoring equipment that 
monitors transformers and that was d e c l d  in service in January 
and February 2001 and included in the adjusted test year. See also 
CornEd Exhibit 4.0, Schedule C, Schedule B-2.2, and Schedule D, 
workpaper WPB-2.2(a). ComEd also incurred costs for 
distribution monitoring equipment in 2000 that are included in the 
adjusted test year. 

(1) ( 1 )  

(2) see CornEd‘s response to subpart O(1). 

(3) See ComEd‘s response to subpart (1x1). At the time that CornEd 
prepared its schedules to ComEd Exhibit 4.0, these costs were 
recorded in FERC Accounts 101 or 106. 
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(4) ComEd does not have available data that would permit with 
reasonable effort identifying such costs. 

See ComEd’s response to subpart(l)(4). ( 5 )  

The “over 2 100 contractors” referred to in the article is an estimate of the 
number of contractor personnel -- not contracting entities - assisting with 
various distribution system and substation maintenance projects over a 
period that is not co-extensive with the 2000 test year. These projects 
included new projects, existing projects, small and large projects. 
Approximately 1200 of the contractor personnel assisted with tree- 
trimming projects. Some of the assoCiated costs are capital costs, other 
costs were expensed. ComEd does not have data from which the 
requested information can be calculated with reasonable effort because the 
underlying information appropriately is not tracked in this manner. It is 
clear that not all of these costs are included in the adjusted test year. The 
relevant costs expensed outside the test year am not included in the test 
year. Also, some of the costs expensed in the test year are not included in 
the adjusted test year, e.g., ComEd made a downward adjustment to its 
tree management expenses. Some the capital costs also arc not included in 
the test year, e.g. costs spent on the Lakeview project because that project 
was not placed in service. ComEd does not track information SO as to be 
able to provide the “specific costs associated with the more than 2,100 
contractors.” Further, to compile such infomration would not be 
reasonably practical. 

(rn) 

(n) ComEd understands subpart (n) to be addressed to (1) the referenced 
consulting by.EPRI, GE, Kenny, and ABB with h4r. Helwig and his team 
in 1999; and (2) work by GE, Kenny, and ABB on the “Chicago six-pack” 
in late 1999 - early 2001. (Assuming that subpart (n) as to GE instead was 
intended to be addressed to work other than work on the six-pack, then the 
responsive data is not tracked as such and thus is not available.) Please 
note, the Lakeview project component of the six-pack was not declared in 
scrvicc and its costs are not in the adjusted test year, and the Jefferson 
project component later was removed from the six-pack. 

(1) As to the referenced consulting work, no expenses were included 
in the test year. As to the work by GE, Kenny, and ABB on the 
six-pack, please see CornEd’s response to Staff data request 
BAL-2.01. Please note that ComEd’s response to Staff data 
request BAL-2.01 includes work on the six-pack as well as certain 
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other identified work. Please also note that ComFd’s response to 
Staff data request BAL-2.01 BS to the six-pack includes data from 
late 1999 to early 2001. Capital costs are not recorded in FERC 
Accounts on an as-incurred calendar basis, and disaggregating the 
2000 six-pack costs fiom the late 1999 and the early 2001 costs 
would require examining a voluminous number of documents. 
There is not an individual reference in ComEd‘s Juue 1,2001, 
filing, that compiles and disaggregates from all other costs the 
entirety of the six-pack costs. However, ComEd Exhibits 4.0,5.0, 
and 6.0, and their relevant attachmen&! identify various 
components of the six-pack work and their costs. 

As to the referenced consulting, no expenses were included in the 
test year. As to the work by GE, Kenny, and ABB on the six-pack, 
please see ComEd’s response to sub-subpart (nxl). The costs of 
the six-pack work were recorded in FERC Account 362, except 
that costs of the Diversey TSS new feeder installation referenced in 
ComEd Exhibit 5.1 were included in FERC Accounts 366 and 367. 

(2) 

(3) As to the referenced consulting, none. As to the six-pack, the 
Lakeview costs are not included in the adjusted test year. The 
conkact price for Lakeview was $6,842,586 

As to the referenced consulting, the costs were incurred prior to the 
test year. As to the six-pack, as noted above, the Lakeview project 
component of the six-pack was not declared in service during the 
test Jear. 

See CornEd’s response to subpart (n). The aggregate costs 
included in the adjusted test year for the six-pack are 
$126,930,867. This figure is based on the relevant methodologies 
and data stated in C o d ’ s  direct testimony and attachments 
thereto(e.g.,ComEdExs.5.1,5.3,and6.1). 

See ComEd‘s response to subpart (n). 

See CornEd’s response to subpart (n). 

See ComEd’s response to subpart (n). 

(4) 

(0) (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
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ComEd understands that, per the referenced article, this subpart to refer to 
temporary and portable generation that was used to reinforce dis!xibution 
system elements, and not to generation procured for supply reasons. 
(1) $1,380,797. Associated expenses were recorded In FERC 

Accounts 580,581,592,595. 

See sub-subpart @)(I). Noprofom adjustment related to 
generators. 

(2) 

(3) None. 

(4) Not applicable. 

See response to subpart (a). Mr. Segnezi’s article was intended for 
publication in and was published in a trade journal as a short summary of a 
complex work in progress. The article’s length and style were governed 
by restriCtions that imposed significant limitations on the detd with which 
he could discuss those conclusions. As to the individual sentence quoted 
above, events that occurred prior to 1999 did contribute to the reliability 
“hole” of 1999. For a discussion of how ComEd addressed this fact in 
determining its revenue requirement, please see the direct testimony of 
Ms. Arlene Juracek, ComEd Ex. 1.0, and ComEd‘s response to AG data 
request 1.01 expandmg on that testimony. 
See response to subpart (a). Mr. Segneri’s article was intended for 
publication in and was published in a trade journal as a short summary of a 
complex work in progress. The article’s length and style were governed 
by restrictlorn that imposed significant limitations on the detail with whtch 
he could discuss those conclusions. As to the individual sentence quoted 
above, C o d  does not undmtaud the individual sentence quoted above 
in context to be intended to characterize all or most maintenance practices. 
If it w m  to be so read, CornEd would not agree with it. ComEd 
othenvise incaporates its nsponse to subpart (4). 

The request made in this subpart has nothing to do with Mr. Segneri’s 
aitjcle and bnsparatly is unreaponsble. Specific tasks, projects, and 
process improvmmts included in CornEd’s proposed 2000 adjust4 test 
year are available in sources including ComEd‘s June 1,2001 tiling, 
ComEd‘s FERC Form 1, and ComEd‘s responses to numerous data 
requests. An exhaustive list of every single task, project, and process 
improvement that is included in the adjusted test par probably would 
include on the order of hundreds of thousands of items. Such a blanket 
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request is also not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. 

C o d  disagrees. The reference in the article was to a limited group of 
personnel working on certain recovery plan efforts, principally in 1999. 
With respect to that group, the statement was an estimate. Details 
regardmg overtime during the test year have been provided in response to 
other data requests. 

(1) See ComEd's Comcted Response to Staff data request GEG-2.02 
regarding capitalized overtime. With rcspcct to overtime included 
in distribution expense accounts, C o d  has available the data on 
salaried and hourly overtime contained on the following table: 

Total 42,784,764.80 

Please note that this data does not reflect the refunctiodization of 
expenses included in the test year. Please also note that this data 

AC 0001067 



__ 

I '  
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Iy 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I. 

b 
I 

ICC Docket No. 01-0423 
Response of Commonwealth Edison Company 
To ARES Coalition's Sirth Set of Data Reqnests 

ARES 6.01 through ARES 6.02 
To Commonwealth Edison Company 

Dated August 3,2001 

does not reflect the reduction in overtime included in the revenue 
requirement due to the storm ex- adjustment 

This sub-subpart seeks data concerning company-wide labor 
expenses, many of which are neither jurisdictional nor included in 
the proposed revenue requirement, and axe thus irrelevant. For 
jurisdictional expenses, please see sub-subpart (t)(l). 

This sub-subpart is explicitly addressed to non-jurisdictional 
expenses that are outside of the revenue requirement, and thus is 
irreievant. 

This sub-subpart is not addressed to company-wide labor expenses, 
many of which are neither jurisdictional nor included in the 
proposed revenue requirement. Further answering, ComEd states 
that excluded expenses were removed for that reason, i.e., they 
were not regarded as costs of providing state-jurisdictional delivery 
semces. 
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by the summer of 2XM. Tbe company 
had to implcmenl plans that went be- 
yond immediate equipment upgrades 
and maintenance programs. TO C a F m  
that additional stress was not put on 
areas where improvements could not 
be accomplished for summer 2oM), 
C o d  p h d n g  engineas joined ef- 
fons with the sals force to procure 
curtailable load. Surpassing its goal of 
more than 1200 MW, this targeted load- 
curtailment effon saved the immcdi- 
ate need for some upgrade projccu. 
Ultimately, because of favorablc 
weather and poactive load manage- 
ment. ComEd did not haw 10 call for 
any system-wide cunailmentprognms 
during the summer of 2000. 

To prolect transformers that w m  
not pan of Uie 2KQ improvement plan. 
additional monitoring was instpllcd to 
identify potential degradation. The 
improved monitoring paid dividends. 
During 2000. newly instolled Vans- 
fonoer-monitoring syslems wnt alarms 
that triggcred immcdiorc JDd prruc- 
tive i u s ~ o n s .  7he rcsnlting maink- 
nance was d i t e d  witb saving immi- 
nent failure on no less than five Flp.4.Ai ComEd’sDlvirsiySubrtrtlon,ihls15~Vswltchp..rwls 1n.t.ll.d 
occasions. Inalpht months. 

Portable Hot Stick Tester 
Meets OSHA Requirements for 
Wet o r  Dry Hot Stick Testing. 

Cornpan Unit Cmt Complete Wnh 
Mrilralim Ten @a 
Smlla a d  Lighter ?Am 
Competitive Modal$ 

. - . ~  . . ”  . , , ;  ..-...... ! 
L i h 2 A . i C i l i l .  ... 

Circii 20 on Reader Service card 

The Success 
Manpower made a critical differ- 

ence. ComEd employees worked an 
average of more than 60 hr a weck. 
thus completing most of the distribu- 
tion system and substation maintenance 
projects. along witb smaller upgrades 
(Fig. 3). They were joined by more 
than 2100 contractors in a sustained 
pmersh ip  to complete the balance of 
the work which included installing 
conduif. pulling cable. performing dis-  
tribution feeder upgrades. completing 
substation projects. trimming trees. per- 
forming new business hookups. finish- 
ing overhead transmission maintenance 
repairs. and foundation and concrete 
Worlr. 

Other partnerships and alliances also 
were key io the turnaround. For u- 
ample. G W a r r i s  provided turnkey 
projects for quipment. monitoring and 
relay upgrades while S&C Electric led 
a team that insmlled more than 100 
pole top automated switches on Ihe 
34-kV system. 

Of major concern was the growth of 
Chicago and the company’s ability to 
suppon the energy needs of the ciq. 
The 2000 plan centered on six Chicago 
substations known as the “six-pack? 
Northwest, Diverscy. Lakeview. 
Kingsbury/Ohio. Grand and Jefferson. 



The most extensive modernization 
project accomplished was at the North- 
west Substation. supplying power to 
more than 82,000 customen. Ap mrLe 
12-kV substation was rebuilt over 
the top of the old one, nvo 15- 
MVA uansformur were added and 
Mha npgndcs WCIC compl& 

FOI Divvscy. rbc d d e n g c  was 
even grcafu. ALI entirely llc~ sub 
station was erofcd 00 an urban site 
that bad km C0mmrcial-u~~ land 
LE late LE November 1999. Explu 
p&& ~mrtructim Wvould t & ~  
two years to build the 138412-kV 
substation that would bwsc four 
50-MvA Kmnsfonnus. but ComEd 

was built and commissioned in 
didn't bave wym. lo CbeeML it 

I x'-- 

I J 

Flg. 6. Inwlnmnt in lnlrastruclun tu. 
18.ult.d In larand 0Ut.p dudon. 

sive job of proactively managing the 
load forecasts with swi t chg  steps, 
tbus avoidmg any widcsprcad genera- 
tor Use. 

C o d  again found iuelfundcr the 
gun when asidmnllnctworkvanlt 
roof cohpred in July 2000. trig- 
g&g a I% and Sauaing down 
powa to rhroe high-rise buildings 
in cbicago's doaatowa. But in lm 
th.0 an hour, gateraton and emcr- 

deployed In sharp ambast lo sum- 
mu 1999. a c y  leaden joined busi- 
ness owners in acknowledging 
CornEd's quick urd professional 
response. Chicago Environment 
Commissioner William Abolt 
hailed ComEd'r reaponre 10 the 
5t LE substant i~y beclertbmp- 
viws years. He told i Chicago 
newspaper, "We were really 
pleased thoc tbe 6rsl d tcr( of 
lbe onv emergency plan worked." 

pcnOMd We= CffCCtidy 

Mom than Equlprnrnt 
For tbc T&D turnaround to 

succeed, John Rove also de- 
manded a complete ovcrbrul of 
tbe company'r comunicotions ef- 
TOM. Ill 1999, the mayor. thc M- 
dia and other aitics &scribed their 
acute frustration in gating infor- 
nution quickly and accurately. 
ComEd responded witb I new plan 
IO cnhu~ce communications witb 

tion, the 1ocaCioLl lhat caused the sc- 
vere 1999 outage in Chicago's grow- 
ing south m p .  

forces to compl*e lbc bulk of Ihe chi- 
ABB and KCMY Conshuction joined 

ago six-pck projects by delivering a 
dcsign, procumcnt and conahuction 
team able to fast trsck some compli- 
cated projccrs. Working through a 
minefield of equipment delivuy lead 

Comprehensive conbgeney pluLt 
wcre created to address o h  areas 
where high load, were projected. 
ComEd secured tenpony and por- 
table generaton. The centralid &r 
nibtion Dispatch Center @XI made 
load forecasts and called for load 
switching and generator deployment 
on I day-byday basis. During the sum- 
mer of 2000, the DDC did M imprcr- 

govemme~t Iwdcrs. tbc di and the 
Illinois Commerce Commission OCO 
to k t q  hem informed about project 

also established timely s m ~ n ~ t h -  
tions process for informing tbe public 
wbeo outages am, what restontion 
efforts BJC underway aod estimated 
t i w s  of wbca power will be nstacd. 

' h e  city of Chicago used H a m  b- 

plans. pmgrcnr and ouugu. C o d  



ghtcriDg u a chird-plrty ov- IO 

objective cxperti~ a b 1  the W- 
ablcnns and timcliws Of CornEd's 
turnaround efforts. Tbir innovative 

gain credibility wiIb stakcholden 
througbout its service area. T h y ,  
ComEd provides detrilcd monthly u p  
dates to the ICC and the city atcut 

a practice of cmbhuous, bprr-kouck- 
led mutiny thm is arid to be tbc mon 
extensive public repotting sysrtm of 
any elstric utility in the nation. 

Fewer, Fartor, BIttOr 
CornEd continw to r e h e  its q a -  

oization and enter h g - t a m  l l l i v~c t  

structioo suppat Helwig's TBD plana 
f a  ZOO1 arc as aggmrsivr as for 2ooo. 
Tcday, the company hu bcgulyo climb 
out of the reliability hole. The critical 
afrnosphcn hu somewhat dissipusd 
'Ibuc is ample evidence that the up 
grader.~tenanumdnwcwsrmc- 
t i o n a r c r h o w i n g t h c k i o d o f ~ -  
able results Rowe demanded. The 
frqucncy of outages h u  dccrrued 
more than 38% since Dcccmba 1998 
(fig. 5). l l ~ e  duration of outages baa 
decreased more than 46% for the same 
period (rig. 6). 

Each time the company makes an- 
other deadline. fulfills aoochw c m -  
mirmcnt or answers a customer's quu- 
tion. another step is taken out of tbc 
hale. More hard work is left but 

r( on the city's w mi provide 

palmuship enabled CornEd lo belp m- 

awkprogrur and r y r l c m ~ o n w h x .  

parmcrshipr Sa CII- md m- 

TBD World online ... 
ww.rdwarld.cam 

efgy Deiivay. in him 20 y a m  .( CornEd. 
Sogmd has managed Eonatfuction. mgi- 
nnrinn. lmnrmimim domion and worn- 

We've Got 
Ybu Frakned. 


